Appl. No. 10/061,651 
Amendment dated August 19, 2005 

Reply to Office action of April 19, 2005 » 

Remarks/ Arguments 

Please reconsider the application in view of the above amendments and the following 
remarks. By the above amendment, Applicants have rewritten claims to define the invention 
more particularly and distinctly so as to overcome the technical rejections and define the 
invention patentably over the prior art. 
Status of Claims 

Claims 1-15 stand rejected and claims 16-21 had been withdrawn. Claims 1-5, 8, 10, and 
14 have been amended. Claims 6 and 16-21 have been canceled without prejudice and 
applicants reserve the right to pursue these claims in a subsequent continuation, continuation-in- 
part or divisional application. Claims 1-5 and 7-15 remain pending. 
Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §112 

Claims 4 and 5 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as indefinite. 
In response to the rejection of claims 4 and 5 under 35 USC 1 12, the claims have been amended 
to provide clarification. Applicants submit that the amended claims particularly point out and 
distinctly claim what applicant regards to be the invention and requests that the rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 1 12 be withdrawn. 
Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 1-5, 8, 10, 12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Microsoft Outlook 98 at a glance by Stephen Nelson ("Nelson"). Applicants respectfully 
traverse this rejection. 

The rejection of claims 1, 8 and 12 as detailed in section 13, page 5, of the OA: 

In footnote T, the examiner states "Please note that the broad term 'strategic decision* is 
being interpreted by the examiner as similar to the f Subject ? of the message or email". The 
Applicants respectfully disagree with this interpretation. There is sufficient matter in the 
specification to explain how strategic decisions differ from email messages. It is possible and 
anticipated that email messages will contain strategic decisions, but that does not make the two 
equivalent. In particular, strategic decisions have causes and effects. A strategic decision is 
taken in response to certain other decisions or market forces - these are the causes of the 
decision. A strategic decision has effects because things happen when they are implemented. 
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Since this invention focuses on the linkage between causes and effects of strategic decisions, the 
Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to interpret the term "strategic decision 1 ' as an idea 
expressed in a message that has cause and effect rather than merely the subject of an email 
message. As a further example, an email that says "I listened to music this morning" does not 
contain a strategic decision since it does not have a significant cause or effect. 

Regarding the amended claim 1, one difference between the traditional email system 
disclosed by Nelson and the invention claimed is that Nelson describes different message stores. 
The 'inbox', f sent items' and 'public' folders all have different behaviors. The inbox is private to 
the person who is receiving email. The 'sent items' folder can be accessed by the sender of the 
emails. The 'public folders' can be accessed by other people, but the public folder is a general 
store of documents - not necessarily the emails sent or received. Claim 1, as amended, recites "a 
unified message store that captures and stores substantially all messages sent by a plurality of 
individuals in said organization." The unified message store thus makes strategic information 
messages available for searching and browsing to those who are directly involved in the 
implementation of a strategic decision. The inbox and 'sent items' folders may contain the desired 
record of strategic decisions (among other non-decision messages) but they cannot be searched 
by all those who are affected by those decisions. Moreover, Nelson does not teach making the 
contents of the inbox and 'sent items' folders generally available to people other than the owners. 
On the contrary, Page 45 of Nelson teaches ways to make messages more secure so that even 
malicious people cannot get access to the contents of an inbox. 

The public folder may be searchable, but Nelson does not teach that it should contain the 
contents of substantially all messages sent by a plurality of individuals in an organization. 
Moreover, Nelson fails to disclose the searching of the public folder for "at least one strategic 
information message," as recited in amended claim 1. 

With regard to the cited prior art Berchtold et al, the amended claim 1 recites capturing 
and storing substantially all messages that are exchanged within an organization. The capture of 
almost all messages results in substantially all the causes and effects of strategic decisions being 
available in one data store, and therefore cause-and-effect linkages among them may be 
accurately established. The mechanisms described in Berchtold et al do not capture substantially 
all messages and they do not yield any benefit for the establishment of cause-and-effect linkages 
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among messages. To repeat, if substantially all messages are available for establishing cause- 
and-effect relationships, then unbroken chains of cause-and-effect relationships can be 
established between messages. However, if many messages are missing, the cause-and-effect 
chains will be fragmented pieces and difficult to use for guiding future decisions. 

Amended claim 8 recites "searching a unified message data store that contains messages 
sent by a plurality of senders in said organization, and retrieving similar messages having similar 
contents related to strategic decisions ." Thus, the claimed method searches prior messages 
containing strategic decisions (regardless of who sent or received them) that might be similar or 
pertinent to the message that a user is currently sending (e.g., as determined automatically). In 
other words, when a user is sending an email, the method searches prior strategic decisions and 
informs the sender of the pertinent decisions. In contrast, Nelson does not teach searching 
through all prior strategic decisions including those contained in messages communicated 
between other people. 

According to independent claim 12, a user begins an operational action (such as creating 
a purchase order on his computer). The user is shown a list of recent messages received by the 
user. The user selects some subset of these recent messages and indicates that these selected 
messages are the cause of the operational action. The connection between that operational action 
and the strategic decisions that caused the operation action are stored as an explicit link. Nelson 
does not mention any operational actions or explicit linkage between messages and operational 
actions. 

For these reasons, applicants submit that independent claims 1, 8 and 12 are not 
identically disclosed or anticipated by Nelson and requests that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 
be withdrawn. 

The rejection of claim 2 as detailed in section 13, page 6, of the OA: 

With respect to dependent claim 2, Nelson does not teach storing cause-and-effect 
relationships between a message and a plurality of other messages identified as causes of the 
message. The mechanisms of reply and forward described in Nelson are in concept different 
from the claimed invention. Consistent with the claimed invention, a message may be linked to 
multiple cause-messages where the prior causative messages need not have been addressed to the 
sender of the current message. The effect of having multiple causes for a strategic decision is 
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that it allows the sender to record conflicting causes. For example a middle-manager in an 
organization may be instructed by the CFO to reduce costs. At the same time, the VP of sales 
may have instructed the manager to increase sales activities. Clearly these two instructions are in 
conflict. If the manager were to compromise and decide (in a strategic decision) to go with low- 
cost sales activities, then that decision has at least two causes. Marking only one of the causes 
(either the VP's instruction, or the CFO's directive) as the cause by using email mechanisms like 
'reply' will result in recording cause-and-effect relationships that are inaccurate. The ability to 
store multiple causes for a strategic decision provides a significant advantage over traditional 
email 'reply' mechanisms. Moreover, such multiple-cause information is not taught by prior art. 

For these additional reasons, applicants submit that dependent claim 2 is not identically 
disclosed or anticipated by Nelson and requests that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 be 
withdrawn. 

The rejection of claim 3 as detailed in section 13, page 6 of the OA: 

Nelson teaches (particularly on page 194) the ability to give permissions for an entire 
folder to another person. Claim 3, as amended, recites access permissions specified by the 
sender of a message for each message sent. Choosing access permissions on a message by 
message basis has the effect of giving the sender full control over who is influenced by some 
strategic decision! Nelson teaches a coarse-grained approach to access permissions (i.e., based 
on entire folders), which may be appropriate for the purpose of sending general email messages 
but not for the purpose of making strategic decisions visible to stakeholders in a controlled 
manner. For example, as envisioned by Nelson, an employee may delegate permissions to 
another coworker who is on the same team, but it is unlikely that senior management will give 
permission to a factory- floor worker to read all their messages. Senior management will be quite 
willing to let factory workers read some of their messages, but certainly not everything in a 
folder. 

For these additional reasons, applicants submit that dependent claim 3 is not identically 
disclosed or anticipated by Nelson and requests that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 be 
withdrawn. 

The rejection of claim 4 as detailed in section 13, page 6 of the OA: 
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According to claim 4, the unified message data store may be searched for related 
messages received by a sender of a strategic information message prior to sending the strategic 
information message. Using the method, therefore, a recipient of a message may try to 
understand why the sender sent the message. Described in terms of inbox and outlook folders 
disclosed in Nelson, this would involve allowing a recipient of a message to search the inbox of 
the sender (not the recipient's own inbox) to find out what might have caused the sender to send 
that message. In addition, the claimed method may also allow someone else (other than the 
sender or the recipient) who is tracing the effects of a strategic decision to search through the 
emails that a sender had received prior to the message being sent. Quite simply, the traditional 
email system described by Nelson does not allow the recipient of a message (or someone other 
than the sender) to search through prior emails received by the sender of the message, and in 
fact, Nelson describes security features that would prevent this. 

For these additional reasons, applicants submit that dependent claim 4 is not identically 
disclosed or anticipated by Nelson and requests that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 be 
withdrawn. 

The rejection of claim 5 as detailed in section 13, page 7 of the OA: 

As discussed above, the method recited in claim 4 enables someone other than the sender 
of a message to try to understand why the message was sent by searching through the emails 
received by the sender prior to the time the message was sent. The idea is that the emails 
received by the sender might have prompted the sender to send the message. Amended Claim 5 
further recites that the method receives user selections of more than one related message 
indicated to be causes of the strategic information message. This may remove any ambiguity or 
errors caused by a computerized system trying to automatically determine the cause of some 
message. In contrast, Nelson refers to the inclusion of one message in another as when a 'reply' 
or 'forward' command is used in an email program. Although the email system described in 
Nelson may be used to establish a linkage (through embedding) between one message and one 
cause, such a system does not allow the user to establish a linkage between a message and 
multiple causes. For managing the cause and effect relationship between strategic decisions, 
there are advantages to specifying multiple causes instead of merely recording one cause for any 
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strategic decisions. Therefore the email system taught by Nelson is not sufficiently powerful for 
the application envisaged in the present application. 

For these additional reasons, applicants submit that dependent claim 5 is not identically 
disclosed or anticipated by Nelson and requests that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 be 
withdrawn. 

The rejection of claim 10 as detailed in section 13, page 7 of the OA: 

According to one application of the method recited in Claim 10, one person (say A) sends 
a message to another person (say B). Suppose the system has available a store of descriptions of 
the expertise of other people (say C ... Z), it is possible to automatically analyze the text in the 
message to determine if any of the other people (C through Z) may also be interested in the 
contents of the message. If the automatic system can determine that some others (say D, E and F) 
may be interested in the message, it prompts the sender (A) to send the message to them as well. 
The descriptions of expertise should be sufficiently detailed to allow a determination of interests 
to be made. For example, if the description of expertise had a few paragraphs about what the 
person is doing, the projects they are working on, their skills and their interests, there will be 
sufficient detail to make a determination of interests. The Nelson reference cited by the 
Examiner merely shows the sender some details about other members of the organization, but the 
details shown are extremely sparse and give no indication of areas of expertise. Thus, the 
information provided by the email system disclosed by Nelson would not be sufficient to 
determine if those other members should receive a copy of the message or not. 

The cited reference also describes sending email to static email lists with a well-defined 
set of recipients, where the set of recipients is not computed using the contents of the message as 
a parameter. In contrast, amended claim 10 recites a method that compares the contents of the 
message to stored descriptions of the expertise of other members in the organization to determine 
additional potential recipients. 

For these reasons, applicants submit that independent claim 10 is not identically disclosed 
or anticipated by Nelson and requests that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 be withdrawn. 
The rejection of claim 14 as detailed in section 13, page 8 of the OA: 

Nelson describes an email mechanism that allows a message to be associated with a 
single cause through 'reply' and 'forward 1 functions. The method recited in amended claim 14 
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receives "a user selection of a plurality of said recently received messages based on a 
relationship to said new message." Consistent with the claimed method, the sender has the 
ability to link a sent message to more than one of the messages that the sender has recently 
received. The ability to specify multiple causes leads to the unobvious and useful result that the 
cause-and-effect pattern of strategic decisions may be tracked within organizations. Nelson does 
not teach this aspect of the present invention. 

For this reason, applicants submit that independent claim 14 is not identically disclosed 
or anticipated by Nelson and requests that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 be withdrawn. 
Rejections under 35 U.S.C, §103 

Claims 6, 7, 9, 1 1, 13 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nelson in view of the Examiner's Official Notice. Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rejection. 

Applicants submit that dependent claims 6, 7, 9, 1 1, 13 and 15 are patentable for the same 
reasons discussed above. Because Nelson does not disclose or suggest the limitations discussed 
above, Nelson cannot be used by itself to establish prima facie obviousness of the pending 
claims. 

The rejection of claims 7, 9, 11, 13 and 15 as detailed in section 15, page 9 of the OA: 

The Examiner has pointed out that instant-messaging was well-known at the time of the 
application. However, the idea of storing the instant-message conversations so that users other 
than the participants in the conversation can view the messages is not obvious. What is even less 
obvious is that storing such conversations for later retrieval can allow strategic decisions taken 
through the use of instant-messaging to be tracked in an organization. Instant messages differ 
from email in that the roles of "message sender" and "recipient" change often during a 
conversation over instant-messaging. The extension of the cause-and-effect linkages to include 
instant-messaging is therefore not obvious. The problem solved by storing and linking instant- 
messages has hitherto not been recognized and the invention presented here produces unexpected 
benefits from storing and linking instant-message conversations. 

For this additional reason, applicants submit that claims 7, 9, 1 1, 13 and 15 would not 
have been obvious over Nelson. 
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Accordingly, applicants request the rejection of claims 6, 7, 9, 1 1, 13 and 15 under 35 
U.S.C. 103 be withdrawn. 
Conclusion 

The claims have been shown to be allowable over the prior art. Applicants believe that 
this paper is responsive to each and every ground of rejection cited by the Examiner in the 
Action dated April 19, 2005, and respectfully requests favorable action in this application. The 
examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned, applicants' attorney of record, to facilitate 
advancement of the present application. 

Please apply any charges not covered, or any credits, to Deposit Account 50-2121 
(Reference Number RAMAN-002XX). 



Respectfully submitted, 





55 S. Commercial Street 
Manchester, NH 03101 
Telephone: (603) 668-6560 
Facsimile: (603) 668-2970 
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